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Background 
The International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health [1] considers disability to result 
from an interaction between a person's intrinsic impairment and their physical, social and attitudinal 
environment; this is consistent with the social model of disability [2]. It is therefore of interest to 
develop measures of the availability to disabled people of the environmental features that they need. 
The European Child Environment Questionnaire (ECEQ) was developed in response to a need for an 
instrument to assess the environment of disabled children living in Europe [3]. It was based on the 
experiences of children with cerebral palsy, because they have a range of impairments, typically 
present in many disabled children. Its items were derived from the findings of a number of preliminary 
qualitative studies to ascertain the environmental features (EF) relevant and important to families of 
children with cerebral palsy. These were a literature review [4], and a qualitative study [5] followed by 
focus group work in nine regions of six European countries [6]. Parents of children with cerebral palsy 
indicated four main areas that affected their children's participation in everyday activities - transport, 
support to the child and family, mobility and independence, and attitudes that affected the child's life 
at home, in school and in the community. ECEQ elicited information about the availability of a range 
of EFs in each of these areas. 
The ECEQ does not attempt to obtain an objective account of the environment around a child as this 
would require detailed, time-consuming and expensive research of local facilities for every child. 
Rather, it asks parents whether features of the environment which they thought their child needed 
were available to their child.  
Structure of ECEQ 
The version of ECEQ that we recommend using is presented in Appendix I. The initial version of the 
ECEQ had 60 items but the analysis described below indicated that nine items should be dropped, 
leaving 51 items that could be grouped into nine domains (see table 1). Other groupings of items into 
domains may also be valid.  
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Table 1.  Recommended grouping of ECEQ items into domains. 
Domain:   Items 
Physical environment: Home 1-6 
 School 38-41 
 Community 7-14 
 Transport 15-18 
Social support: Home 19-23 
 Community 24-31 
Attitudes: Family and friends 32-37 
 Teachers and therapists 42-48 
 Classmates 49-51 
Parents are asked if each EF is available or not. For example, a typical question is "Are there ramps 
for your child to use in public places?" Possible responses are "Mostly or usually yes" and "Mostly or 
usually no". For items about the physical environment and social support, the response "Not needed" 
is also allowed; other items were assumed to be essential. 
Identifying ECEQ domains - methodology 
The methods used to identify valid ECEQ domains have been described in detail [7].  
Grouping of items into domains was based on responses about the availability of needed items: the 
responses were treated as dichotomous variables, "Not needed" or "Needed and available" being 
given a score of zero and "Needed and not available" being given a score of one.   
Three researchers independently assigned the EFs to a priori domains of the physical, social support 
and attitudinal environment at home, school and in the community; differences were resolved by 
discussion. We then excluded EFs if less than 5% of the children – in all categories of impairment of 
walking ability and IQ – needed the EF and did not have it, since these EFs provided little information 
about differences between children. 
We assumed that the level of availability to the child of needed EFs in each domain could be 
described by a single underlying factor – often called a "latent trait" – that was not directly observable 
but which influenced the responses to the items [8, 9]. This factor, which has a different value for each 
child, was called child access.  
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Some plausible groupings of EFs into domains may not reflect a single underlying factor, so items 
may have to be dropped from or added to domains in order to produce a more satisfactory model. 
Starting from a tentative initial model for each domain, we therefore assessed whether the model 
should be modified – for example, by moving questions – and tested the revised model. This process 
was repeated until the model was a satisfactory fit or could not be further improved. 
Identifying ECEQ domains – normative population 
ECEQ domains were identified on the basis of responses by parents of 818 children, aged 8-12 
years, who were representative of children with cerebral palsy living in nine regions of six European 
countries. The children were selected as described below. 
There were 1,884 children born between 31st July 1991 and 1st April 1997 on registers of children with 
cerebral palsy covering eight regions of six European countries (South East France, South West 
France, South West Ireland, West Sweden, North England, Northern Ireland, East Denmark and 
Central Italy). In each region either all the children were approached or children were randomly 
sampled to generate between 150 and 200 children per region so that the number agreeing to 
participate would be between 100 and 120. In regions with sufficient numbers we sought similar 
numbers of children at each level of severity by grouping children by walking ability and selecting 
random samples from within strata. 1,174 eligible families were approached and 743 (63%) agreed to 
participate.[10] A further region in North West Germany recruited 75 children from multiple sources; 
the age, gender and levels of impairment of these children were similar to those of children recorded 
on the population-based registers.[10] Thus 818 children comprised the final sample. 
These children were visited at home in 2004/05 by researchers who administered the ECEQ to 
parents, if possible when the children were between 8 and 12 years old. To suit family circumstances, 
20 children were interviewed when just under 8 or over 12. 
Summary of main findings 
The ECEQ was relevant and acceptable to parents of disabled children: the proportion of items to 
which they did not respond was very low (2%). Our analysis suggested grouping 51 items into nine 
domains with face validity: the physical environment in the home, school and community, transport, 
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social support in the home and community, and attitudes of family and friends, teachers and 
therapists, and classmates. Each domain was described by between three and eight items (see Table 
1). Seven of the 60 items in the initial version of ECEQ were not included in the final version, because 
less than 5% of children needed them but did not have access to them. Two further items (about 
escalators and specialised therapy services) were excluded because they were only weakly 
correlated with other items in the domains describing similar aspects of the environment. 
ECEQ items in the physical environment were generally not needed by children who had no limitation 
of walking ability, so domains describing the physical environment could be omitted when the 
questionnaire is administered to such children. 
Strengths and weaknesses of ECEQ 
The face validity of ECEQ is strong as its items were derived from a series of qualitative studies [4] [5] 
[6]. ECEQ has stronger psychometric underpinning than previous instruments, although we cannot 
yet recommend a scoring system that can be generalised to other populations of children. We have 
refined and evaluated a domain structure that allows ECEQ to be used in statistical modelling relating 
children's outcomes, such as participation and quality of life, to their environment. 
The main uncertainty resulting from the pattern of missing responses is about attitudes of classmates 
to children who were unable to walk.  
Although we used Rasch models, which have excellent psychometric properties, and we allowed for 
variation between regions, our data did not fit the models well enough to satisfy the stringent criteria 
required of a measurement instrument that would provide a valid measure of the environment of an 
individual child [11]. Furthermore, our Rasch models have not yet been validated by testing in other 
populations, for example in children with disabilities other than cerebral palsy. Therefore, we cannot 
recommend a simple scoring system that we are confident would produce valid domain scores for 
other populations. Nevertheless, our models are useful for understanding the overall relationship 
between the environment and outcomes such as participation and quality of life among a large 
sample of children with cerebral palsy. 
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ECEQ does not capture information about the availability of features of the environment that parents 
judge to be not needed by their child; it would almost certainly have been difficult to obtain such 
information as parents may not have been aware of the presence or absence of environmental 
features not needed by their child. ECEQ therefore generates scores that reflect parents' perceptions 
of the unmet environmental needs of their child. These scores will be influenced by the child's type 
and level of impairment. If the effects of environment alone are to be detected in any analysis relating 
outcomes - such as participation and quality of life - to ECEQ scores, it is therefore essential to 
control statistically for impairment.  
Most children had access to most EFs they needed, so ECEQ did not discriminate well between 
children with average to good environmental access.  
Recommended use of ECEQ 
When ECEQ is administered, it is essential to capture the child's severity of impairment, for example 
by using a well established measure of walking ability such as the Gross Motor Function Classification 
System (GMFCS) [12]. Items regarding the physical environment can be omitted for children with 
good walking ability (e.g. GMFCS=1). 
Responses should be scored as: Not needed = 0;  Needed and available = 0; Needed and not 
available = 1. 
Factor analysis should be used to fit an underlying factor to item responses in each domain; all 
analyses should be stratified by the child's level of impairment.  
If the reason for capturing child access is to relate it to children's outcomes, then ideally child access 
should be simultaneously estimated and related to these outcomes in one model, such as a latent 
regression Rasch model [11]. This analysis can be performed using a software package such as 
gllamm [13]. This method is illustrated in our analysis of how child access varies with type and level of 
impairment [14]. LISREL [15] [16] can perform similar analysis using alternative factor models.    
Such analysis is complex statistically. An alternative approach might be to estimate domain scores for 
each child using a Rasch model and the relate these scores to outcomes in a separate linear or 
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logistic regression model.  This allows a wider choice of software as Rasch models can be estimated 
by several packages e.g. RUMM2030 [17], clogit, xtlogit or raschtest in Stata [18], as well as gllamm.  
However, this approach has the disadvantage that the uncertainty in the estimate of the domain 
scores will be ignored in the subsequent regression model, almost certainly leading to spurious 
precision in the estimate of any relationship between child access and outcomes.   
Future development of ECEQ 
Ideally, the questionnaire should be supplemented by more items about features of the environment 
to which disabled children are likely to have low access, so that the questionnaire targets the 
population better. Items about attitudes need to be more discriminatory. Domains with only three or 
four items – Physical - school, Transport, Attitudes - classmates – should be supplemented by more 
items so that the underlying latent trait can be estimated more precisely.  
The development of an instrument that is satisfactory in all respects is usually a long, iterative process 
[19, 20]. Nevertheless these instruments can be useful even at an early stage. Although we identified 
areas of ECEQ that could be improved, the current version can provide useful insight into the 
relationship between the child's environment and child-centred outcomes. 
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European Child Environment Questionnaire. For 
young person and parent completion 
 
Centre …………. 
 
ID No. ……….…. 
 
Date    ……….…. 
 
 
Guidance and explanation 
 
This questionnaire asks about factors in your environment. Some of 
the questions give an option for not needed; if this is your answer, 
go straight on to the next question. For each question, please 
indicate whether you have the factor by ticking yes or no. 
 
There are no right or wrong answers. Please give the best answer 
you can, according to your situation. 
 
All the questions are in a similar format, so once you have got the 
hang of one you will find you can answer the next quite quickly. 
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1.  Does your child have suitably enlarged rooms or extensions at home? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
  
            
 
Go to next question              Yes □2        No □3 
 
 
2.  Does your child have a suitably adapted toilet at home? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
3.  Does your child have a suitably modified kitchen at home (modified 
cupboards, work surfaces etc.)? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
Go to next question              Yes □2           No □3     
    
 
 
4.  Does your child have walking aids they need such as frames or splints? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
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5.  Does your child have hoists at home? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
6.  Does your child have communication aids at home? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
7.  Are there ramps for your child to use in public places? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3  
 
 
8.  Are there suitably adapted toilets or toilet facilities for your child in public 
places? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
9.  Are there lifts for your child to use in public places? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
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   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
10.  Are doorways suitable for your child to use in public places? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
11.  Is there enough room in public places for your child to move around? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
12.  Are there smooth enough pavements in your town or village centre for 
your child? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
13.  Does your family have an adequate vehicle for getting your child around? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
14.  Is there accessible car parking in public places? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
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   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
15.  Do you get an adequate bus service in your area? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
16.  Are there accessible buses for your child in your area? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
17.  Are there accessible train services in your area? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
18.  Are there accessible taxis for your child in your area? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
19.  Do you receive grants for, or receive special equipment free of charge, 
such as  
       wheelchairs, hoists, bathing aids etc.? 
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Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
20.  Does your family receive grants to pay for home modifications? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
21.  Does your family receive grants for holidays? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
22.  Did you receive information about financial benefits at the appropriate 
time? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
23.  Does your child have a helper or assistant at home? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
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24.  Does your child receive practical physical help from people in public 
places? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
25.  Do social services such as personal helpers, holiday relief and day 
nurseries  
       co-ordinate their work well to help your child? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
 Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
26.  Do you receive a service in which your child is looked after elsewhere for a 
few
 
       days including nights? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
27.  Can you go to parent support groups in your area? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
28.  Is counselling available to you because you have a child with a disability? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
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Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
29.  Are the local leisure facilities suitable for your child? 
 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
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30.  Do doctors, therapists, nurses and other health service staff co-ordinate 
their 
       work well to help your child? 
 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
31.  Do people in public places have a positive attitude towards your child? 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
32.  Does your child receive practical physical help from wider family and 
friends? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
33.  Is your child allowed extra time to encourage independence at home? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
34.  Do you have family or friends who regularly (about once a week) look after 
your 
       child for a few hours? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
35.  Do wider family and friends have a positive attitude towards your child? 
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    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
36.  Does your child get encouragement to reach his/her potential from wider 
family 
       and friends? 
 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
37.  Does your child receive emotional support from wider family and friends? 
 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
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The following questions are about school or college life.  
Please answer all the questions if you can. 
 
 
38.  Are there ramps for your child to use at school? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
39.  Are there suitably adapted toilets for your child at school? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
40.  Are there lifts for your child to use at school? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
 
 
41.  Does your child have communication aids at school? 
 
Not needed □1   Needed □  
     
      
   
 
Go to next question                Yes □2                 No □3  
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42.  Are there special staff, therapists and helpers to help your child in school? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
 Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
43.  Is your child allowed extra time to encourage independence at school? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
 Go to next question  Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
44.  Do teachers and helpers at school have sufficient understanding of your 
child’s  
       medical condition? 
 
Not needed □1    Needed □ 
 
 
 
 
   Mostly or usually yes □2         Mostly or usually no □3 
 
45.  Does your child get encouragement to reach his/her potential from 
teachers,  
       therapists and helpers at school? 
 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
46.  Does your child receive emotional support from teachers, therapists and 
helpers  
       at school? 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
47.   Has your child got the school placement he/she needs? 
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    Yes □2   No □3  
 
48.  Do teachers, therapists and doctors listen to your views as parents? 
 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
49.  Does your child get encouragement to reach his/her potential from 
classmates and similar age friends? 
 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
50.  Does your child receive emotional support from classmates and similar 
age friends? 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
51.  Do classmates and similar age friends have a positive attitude towards 
your child? 
 
    Mostly or usually yes □2  Mostly or usually no □3 
 
 
